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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 1-11 and 13-36 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action 
can be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1-7, 9-11, 13-17, 19-21, 24-34 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Gadow et al. (US 5,955,038) in view of Kinney 
(US 3,622,492). Gadow's invention is directed to an ozonizer. Gadow discloses in 
Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 1, lines 28-39) that the ozonizer comprises the recited 
conductor 120 and dielectric wherein the dielectric comprises the recited 
dielectric substrate 116, conductive coating 114 and protective coating 112 and 
the ozonizer is adapted to generate plasma in the space between the conductor 
120 and the dielectric in response to the application of an alternating current, and 
is configured for stacking with another similar ozonizer. The difference between 
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Gadow and the above claims is the provision that the dielectric and the conductor 
are positioned to create a turbulent airflow therebetween. Kinney shows in an 
ozonizer the creating of turbulence in the gas stream within the space between 
the conductor and the dielectric (col. 4, lines 14-24). The subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Gadow's teachings as shown by. Kinney 
because this would result in increasing heat transfer in the space between the 
conductor and the dielectric and in increasing the ozone yield. 

As to the subject matter of claim 2, since Gadow discloses in col. 7, lines 18- 
21 that the ozonizer is formed from two glass plates arranged one parallel to the 
other with a discharge gap 118 formed between them, Gadow's dielectric and 
conductor 120 are uniformly spaced from one another. 

As to the subject matter of claim 4, Gadow discloses it in col. 5, lines 61-64. 

As to the subject matter of claim 6, since Kinney shows in col. 1, lines 33-35 
the use of electrodes made of stainless steel in addition to aluminum, the selection 
of any of known equivalent electrode materials would have been within the level of 
ordinary skill in the art. 
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As to the subject matter of claims 9 and 10, Gadow discloses it in col. 6, 
lines 41-48. 

As to the subject matter of claim 11, Kinney shows in col. 3, lines 14-29 the 
provision of spacer for spacing a dielectric and electrodes to keep the dielectric 
parallel to the electrodes and the provision would have been within the level of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 13 and 14, Gadow discloses it in 
col. 5, lines 61-67. 

As to the subject matter of claim 15, since Gadow discloses the use of 
higher-melting metals in addition to titanium metal, the selection of any of known 
equivalent higher melting metals would have been within the level of ordinary skill 
in the art. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 16, 19, 21 and 24, the selection 
of the layer thickness would have been within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 17, 20, 21 and 25, the process of 
applying the layer whether by sputtering or plating cannot be given any patentable 
weight in a device claim. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 26-28, Gadow discloses it in col. 
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6, lines 1-8. 

As to the subject matter of claim 30, the selection of any of known 
equivalent turbulent manipulation structures would have been within he level of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 31 and 32, Gadow discloses it in 

Fig. 1. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 33 and 34, change in shape has 
been held to be obvious, In re Gibson 5 USPQ. Further, the motivation to make a 
specific structure is always related to the properties or uses one skilled in the art 
would expect the structure to have, In re Newell 13 USPQ 2d 1248; Fromson v. 
Advance Of f set Plate 225 USPQ 26; In re Gyurik 201 USPQ 552. 

4. Claims 8, 18, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gadow '038 in view of Kinney '492 as applied to claims 1-7, 9-11, 
13-17, 19-21, 24-34 and 36 above, and further in view of Racca et al. (US 
6,024,930). The differences between the references as applied above and the 
instant claims are the limitation recited in each of the instant claims. Racca shows 
in an ozonizer the provision that the electrode comprises copper, nickel and tin 
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based solder alloy (col. 1, lines 51-65 and col. 2, lines 53-67). The subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the references 1 teachings as shown 
by Racca because the motivation to make a specific structure is always related to 
the properties or uses one skilled in the art would expect the structure to have, In 
re Newell '13 USPQ 2d 1248, Fromson v. Advance Offset Plate 225 USPQ 26; In re 
Gyurik 201 USPQ 552. 

5. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gadow '038 in view of Kinney '492 and Iwanaga (US 5,411,713). The further 
difference between Gadow and Kinney as applied above and the above claim is the 
provision of a radial arrangement of the plurality of ozonizers. Iwanaga shows in 
an ozonizer the provision of a plurality of ozonizers arrangement in series and in 
parallel (Fig. 11). As to the provision of the ozonizer in parallel and in a radial 
arrangement, the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the 
references' teachings as shown by Iwanaga because the motivation to make a 
specific structure is always related to the properties or uses one skilled in the art 
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would expect the structure to have, In re Newell 13 USPQ 2d 1248, Fromson v. 
Advance Offset Plate 225 USPQ 26; In re Gyurik 201 USPQ 552. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed October 12, 2005 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive because of the new ground of rejections as set forth 
in the above paragraphs. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the 
advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the 
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advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of 
this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Kishor Mayekar whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-1339. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Nam Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-1342. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
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direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system. 



contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Kishor Mayekar 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1753 



